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ALABAMA—R. K. Argo, ALABAMA MILLS, INC.; 
W. C. Estes, OPP COTTON MILLS, INC. 


ARKANSAS—R. P. Meredith, CROSSETT LUMBER 
co. 


CALIFORNIA—K. K. Allen, SOUTHERN CALIFOR- 
NIA EDISON CO.; Robert H. Biron, CONSOLI- 
DATED VULTEE AIRCRAFT CORP.; Frederick T. 
Burrill, OWL DRUG CO.; Lewis L. Bush, AMERI- 
CAN TRUST CO.; L. S$. Cathcart, PRUDENTIAL 
INSURANCE COMPANY OF AMERICA; John K. 
Collins, BROADWAY DEPARTMENT STORE, INC.; 
Jack V. Evans, LANGENDORF UNITED BAK- 
ERIES, INC.; E. N. Fagg, UNION OIL COM- 
PANY OF CALIFORNIA; J. F. Holland, FARM- 
ERS & MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK OF LOS 
ANGELES; C. H. Knight, DOUGLAS AIRCRAFT 
COMPANY, INC.; R. W. Lewis, HILLER HELI- 
COPTERS; F. J. Neary, DON BAXTER, INC.; 
John V. O’Brien, POULTRY PRODUCERS OF 
CENTRAL CALIF.; D. G. Phillips, LONGVIEW 
FIBRE CO.; W. V. Phillips, HOFFMAN RADIO 
CORPORATION; W. C. Stevenson, UNION OIL 
CO.; Harold L. Walker, OHIO OIL CO.; Har- 
old Ware, LOS ANGELES STEEL CASTING CO.; 
D. M. Wilder, LOCKHEED AIRCRAFT CORP. 


CONNECTICUT—M. F. Rees, REMINGTON ARMS 
CO.; Sterling T. Tooker, THE TRAVELERS INSUR- 
ANCE CO.; John C. Ward, THE BRIDGEPORT 
BRASS CO.; Herbert E. Welch, HARTFORD NA- 
TIONAL BANK & TRUST CO. 


FLORIDA—J. S. Gracy, FLORIDA POWER CORP. 
GEORGIA—J. C. Yow, PLANTATION PIPE LINE 


IDAHO—Walter P. Scott, BUNKER HILL & SUL- 
LIVAN MINING & CONCENTRATING CO. 


WLINOIS—Gerritt M. Bates, CHEFFORD MASTER 
MANUFACTURING COMPANY, INC.; L. A. 
Brandt, PEOPLES GAS LIGHT & COKE CO,; 
Graydon A. Brown, THE RICHARDSON CO.; 
William Cousland, STEPHENS-ADAMSON MAN- 
UFACTURING CO.; R. H. Debenham, APPLETON 
ELECTRIC CO.; L. C. Englebaugh, NATIONAL 
MALLEABLE & STEEL CASTINGS CO.; W. H. 
Gostlin, THE BUDA CO.; W. A. Gramiey, ALL- 
STEEL EQUIPMENT, INC.; Lee Henson, KROEH- 
LER MFG. CO.; B. W. Hill, KRAFT FOODS CO.; 
lL. B. Hunter, INLAND STEEL CO.; Thomas E. 
Kiddoo, UARCO, INC.; William A. Kissock, 
HOTPOINT, INC.; W. Konsack, THE VISKING 
CORP.; Clarence Mark Jr., CLAYTON MARK & 
CO.; Chester T. O'’Connel/, KLEINSCHMIDT 
LABORATORIES, INC.; Earl N. Pierce, CASPERS 
TIN PLATE CO.; Kenneth M. Piper, MOTOROLA, 
INC.; Thomas V. Powell, CHICAGO BAKERY 
EMPLOYERS LAB. COUNCIL; R. C. Smith, PULL- 
MAN-STANDARD CAR MFG. CO.; Jack C. 
Staehle, ALDENS, INC.; H. R. Templeton, CEN- 
TRAL COMMERCIAL CO.; J. C. Wittner, THE 
OLIVER CORP. 


INDIANA—J. P. Bradford, PENN CONTROLS, 
INC.; Gus L. Gineris, MID-STATES STEEL & 
WIRE CO.; William J. Hebord, CONTINENTAL 
FOUNDRY & MACHINE CO.; F. W. Ortman, 
Jr., SERVEL, INC.; Paul G. Pitz, AMERICAN 
STATES INSURANCE CO.; Norman H. Rasch, 
ROOTS-CONNERSVILLE BLOWER CORP. 

tOWA—L. Earl Smith, IOWA-ILLINOIS GAS & 
ELECTRIC CO. 


Labor Policy and Practice ———_ Labor Relations Reporter 


WHAT IS THE PERSONNEL POLICIES FORUM? 


The Editors of The Bureau of National Affcirs have invited 180 represent- 
ative personnel and industrial relations executives to become members of 
the 1952 Panel of the PERSONNEL POLICIES FORUM. These Panel members 
are top personne! officials in all types of companies, large and small, in 
all branches of industry and all sections of the country. 


At regular intervals throughout the year BNA editors osk the members 
of the Panel to outline their policies and procedures on some important 
aspect of ployment, industrial relations, and personnel problems. From 
these replies, the editors complete a survey report on the problem, showing 


KANSAS—W. E. Blazier, BEECH AIRCRAFT CORP.; 
Charles F. McCoy, SINCLAIR PIPE LINE CO.; 
KENTUCKY—R. C. Almgren, INT. HARVESTER 
CO.; McKinley Ralson, F. H. McGRAW & CO. 


LOUISIANA—M. V. Cousins, UNITED GAS COR- 
PORATION; Jay Alan Reid, SOUTHWESTERN 
GAS & ELECTRIC CO.; J. M. Rudd, D. H. 
HOLMES CO., LTD.; Clem White, COLUMBIA- 
SOUTHERN CHEMICAL CORP. 


MARYLAND—Frederick J. Bell, McCORMICK & 
CO., INC.; Wm. Barnes O'Connor, GRAPHIC 
ARTS ASSOCIATION. 


MASSACHUSETTS—H. Clifford Bean, WILLIAM 
FILENE’S SONS CO.; A. P. Beveridge, THE 
FOXBORO CO.; A. E. Huebach, RUST CRAFT 
PUBLISHERS; Allan C. Johnson, EASTERN GAS 
& FUEL ASSOCIATES; G. E. Keegan, PACK- 
AGE MACHINERY CO.; Emory C. Mower, THE 
FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF BOSTON; 


MICHIGAN—H. W. Anderson, GENERAL MO- 
TORS CORP.; J. E. Bloomstrom, DETROIT STEEL 
PRODUCTS CO.; W. C. Collins, HOWELL ELEC- 
TRIC MOTORS CO.; W. W. Dowling, V-M CORP.; 
C. G. Eschenbach, CHRYSLER CORP.; Carl E. 
Schneider, BURROUGHS ADDING MACHINE 
CO., M. J. Tieszen, MICH. ASSOCIATED TELE- 
PHONE CO.; &. M. Tree, MUELLER BRASS CO. 


MINNESOTA—Frank J. Allen, Jr., BAY STATE 
MILLING CO.; William T. Erickson, THE TONI 
CO.; L. H. Fisher, MINNESOTA MINING & 
MFG. CO.; Edward J. Hickey, SUPERIOR PLAT- 
ING & RUST PROOFING CO.; George Prouty, 
MUNSINGWEAR, INC. 


MISSISSIPPI—E. F. LaBerge, MASONITE CORP. 


MISSOURI—Powell C. Groner, KANSAS “CITY 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY; E€. J. Hellman, 
BARRY-WEHMILLER MACHINERY CO.; R. W. 
Moore, DEWEY PORTLAND CEMENT CO.; A. J. 
O’Brien, RALSTON PURINA CO. 


NEW JERSEY—J. G. Bryon, CURTISS-WRIGHT 
CORP.; James Gallagher, BLOCK DRUG CO.; 
Eugene J. Lyons, MERCK & CO., INC.; W. S. 
McCord, PERSONAL PRODUCTS CORP.; David 
T. Roadley, LEHN & FINK PRODUCTS CORP.; 
A. C. Wiegand, RESEARCH CORP. 


NEW YORK—E. M. Cushing, UNITED STATES 
RUBBER CO.; E. J. Dinkel, MACK TRUCKS, 
INC.; Afton S. Dodge, TAYLOR INSTRUMENT 
COS.; C. H. Dwyer, NATIONAL GYPSUM CO.; 
Norman Golfarb, J. N. ADAM & CO.; Matthew 
M. Gouger, GENERAL ANILINE & FILM CORP.; 
R. L. Greenman, GENERAL CABLE CORP.; W. C. 
Harding, P. LORILLARD CO. INC.; Frederick A. 
Hemmings, LIBERTY PRODUCTS CORP.; C. W. 
Hite, JOHNS-MANVILLE CORP.; F. Paul Houck, 
HYDROCARBON RESEARCH, INC.; Edna T. 
Kerr, AMERICAN HOME PRODUCTS CORP.; 
P. S. Klick, Jr., FOSTER WHEELER CORP.; W. A. 
locke, CONTINENTAL CAN CO.; W. N. Lewis, 
EBASCO SERVICES, INC.; John W. Mather, 
LONE STAR CEMENT CORP.; Harold W. Oliver, 
Jr., MERRILL LYNCH, PIERCE, FENNER & BEANE; 
Oscar W. Ross, CELANESE CORP. OF AMERICA. 

NORTH CAROLINA—E. H. Clork, SACO-LOWELL 

* SHOPS; Frank A. Cook, J. P. STEVENS & CO., 


prevailing practices, new wrinkles and ideas, and cross-section opinion from 
these top-ranking executives. 


in many cases, the comments, suggestions, and discussions are reproduced 
in the words of the Panel members themselves. In effect, survey users are 
sitting around a table with these executives and getting their advice and 
experience on the major problems in this field facing all companies this year. 


Results of each PERSONNEL POLICIES FORUM survey made during 1952 are 
printed in a special survey report which is sent, as part of the service, to 
users of these BNA labor reports: 
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INC.; B. G. Gentry, GLEN RAVEN KNITTING 
MILLS, INC.; Robert K. Morgan, MORGAN 
MFG. CO. INC. 


OHIO—A. S. Anderson, THE CHAMPION PAPER 
& FIBRE CO.; F. A. Berkey, MANSFIELD TIRE 
& RUBBER CO.; R. Randolph Berry, TOLEDO 
SCALE CO.; Charles H. Bosken, SCHENLEY DIS. 
TILLERS, INC.; James L. Centner, HESS & EISEN. 
HARDT CO.; T. H. Conry, MURRAY-OHIO MFG. 
CO.; Herbert E. Evans, FARM BUREAU INSUR- 
ANCE COS.; Earl E. Koehn, CARTHAGE MILLS, 
INC.; H. L. Lodish, INDUSTRIAL RAYON CORP,; 
John L. Mead, GENERAL TIRE & RUBBER CO,; 
Paul E. Minsel, EATON MFG. CO.; Dale 8. 
Mulvany, HERCULES STEEL PRODUCTS CORP, 
A. Patrick Nagel, WILLYS OVERLAND MOTORS, 
INC.; Justin A. Pauly, THE MOSIAC TILE CO; 
James R. Riley, SUBURBAN MOTOR FREIGHT, 
INC.; Wade B. Shurtleff, STANDARD PROD. 
UCTS CO.; F. R. Smith, SURFACE COMBUSTION 
CORP.; John H. Weeks, THE GLIDDEN CO. 

OKLAHOMA—Robert S. Newhouse, STANOLIND 
Oil & GAS CO. 

OREGON—H. T. White, CENTENNIAL FLOURING 
MILLS CO. 

PENNSYLVANIA—J. W. Bailey, EDWIN L. WEI- 

GAND CO.; H. R. Cramer, THE W. L. MAXON 
CORP.; D. A. Easton, YORK-HOOVER CORP.; 
P. J. Farran, PENNSYLVANIA ELECTRIC CO,; 
E. J. Hammer, STACKPOLE CARBON CO; 
Clarence R. Lehman, LEBANON STEEL FOUN- 
DRY; C. D. Moore, WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC 
CORP.; W. H. Mullett, DRESSER INDUSTRIES; 
R. L. Ostrander, ALLEGHENY LUDLUM STEEL 
CORP.; R. A. Preston, HAMILTON WATCH CO,; 
J. Alfred Rigby, Jr., HUNTER MFG. CO. 
J. Ward Ryan, AMERICAN WATER WORKS 
SERVICE CO., INC.; D. J. Sherbondy, PITTS- 
BURGH PLATE GLASS CO.; Howard A. Stewart, 
READ STANDARD CORP.; Jomes K. Sullivan, 
STRUTHERS WELLS CORP. 

RHODE ISLAND—Car/ E. Gill, WANSKUCK CO.; 
J. J. Hall, BROWN & SHARPE MFG. CO. 

SOUTH CAROLINA—1L. F. Thompson, WEST VIR- 
GINIA PULP & PAPER CO.; N. E. Williams, 
U. S. RUBBER CO. 

TENNESSEE—J. S. Metcalfe, AVCO MANUFAC- 
TURING CORP.; H. Clay Oliver, PATENT BUT- 
TON COMPANY OF TENNESSEE, INC. 

TEXAS—John L. Cloud, HOUSTON OIL COM- 
PANY OF TEXAS; L. D. Collins, CENTRAL 
POWER & LIGHT CO.; L. J. Dewald, FOLEY’S; 
Claiborne Johnson, FLEMING & SONS, INC, 
H. R. Pearson, DALLAS POWER & LIGHT CO; 
A. Vennema, SCHLUMBERGER WELL SURVEY- 
ING CORP. 

VIRGINIA—Samvel Y. Austin, Jr., CROMPTON. 
SHENANDOAH CO.; R. E. Bentley, SOUTHERN 
STATES COOPERATIVE, INC.; William A. Lewis, 
VIRGINIA-CAROLINA CHEMICAL CORP.; C. W. 
McLennan, LYNCHBURG FOUNDRY CO. 


WASHINGTON—H. W. Hiley, RAYONIER, INC.; 
L. E. Karrer, PUGET SOUND POWER & LIGHT 
CO.; A. F. Logon, BOEING AIRPLANE CO. 

WISCONSIN—R. Ganzer, MARATHON CORP.; 
Clair O. Helmer, NESCO, INC.; R. O. Tjensvold, 
NASH-KELVINATOR CORPORATION. 
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SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 
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INTRODUCTION 


Merit-rating has been widely accepted as a technique for evaluating the performance of 
hourly-paid employees -- particularly those whose quantity and quality of output cannot be 
measured in units produced. But how about foremen and other levels of supervision? Can 
merit-rating be a useful tool in the evaluation of their performance? 


Certainly management is becoming more and more concerned with the development of its 
supervisory group. Basic to this development is management’s ability to judge accurately the 
worth of each supervisor, his present performance, his attitudes, his capacity for future 
growth. This survey shows that-a majority of personnel executives believe that merit-rating 
can perform this function well. 


Despite this belief, the fact remains that slightly less than half of the larger firms (those 
employing more than 1,000 employees) and about one-third of the smaller firms (employing 
less than 1,000 employees) have actually adopted supervisory merit-rating. There are two 
principal reasons for this: (1) management, particularly in the smaller firms, feels it has 
more intimate daily contact with its supervisory group and can thus judge individual worth on 
a personal basis; and (2) already-existing business and industrial records on output, costs, 
quality, turnover and grievances accurately measure the performance of the supervisor’ s unit, 
and so, presumably, the ability of the supervisor in charge. 


In the sections which follow the advantages and disadvantages of supervisory merit-rating 
are discussed in the language of the Panel members themselves. In addition, a brief survey 
is made of practices in companies which have adopted such plans, and examples are shown of 
the different forms and types of rating procedures in effect in these companies. 


PROS AND CONS OF SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 


Although a majority of Panel members from both large and small companies think forma] 
merit-rating for supervisors is necessary or useful, only a minority of companies actually use 
such plans. 


Personnel executives participating in this survey were asked (1) whether their companies 
now have a formal merit-rating plan for supervisors, and (2) whether, in their opinion, merit- 
rating performs a necessary function in evaluating a supervisor’s performance which can not 
be accomplished by examining production records, cost records, and other standards of the 
department or unit under his supervision. Their replies break down as follows: 


2 SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING Fe 





Smaller Larger 
Companies Companies 





Have formal merit-rating plan for supervisors ...... 32 percent 48 percent 
Think merit-rating for supervisors necessary or 

Dn 4 os o 405 9 cas Koa < R e 0 6 6 anes’ ce 54 percent 59 percent 
Opposed to merit-rating plan for supervisors....... 24 percent 18 percent 
no maewer GF Mon COMImEtA! . we ee 22 percent 23 percent 


(In this last category are several panel members who feel that merit-rating may be all right 
in some companies but is not necessary in their own.) 





The majority view that merit-rating for supervisors is necessary or desirable is 
supported by a number of reasons. Panel members hold that merit-rating is more uniform 
and objective than other measures of supervisory ability, that it insures periodic review, and 
is an excellent basis for counselling and training supervisors for further development. Many 
point out, however, that merit-rating is not a substitute for continued analysis of cost, 
production, scrap, and other records which measure performance of the supervisor’s unit, 
but should be used to supplement these records in over-all evaluation of the supervisor. 
Following are typical comments: 


Provides a Uniform, Objective Test of Managerial Ability 





Formal merit rating provides a uniform comparison of managerial competence 
which cannot always be measured by other data. In addition, it provides a periodic 
appraisal and insures an annual counselling interview between each supervisor and 
his superior.--F. G. Armstrong, Supervisor, Personnel Relations, Burroughs Adding 
Machine Co., Detroit, Michigan. 

* * * 

Formal merit rating provides a consistent, statistical, and analytical record of 
progress or decline of an employee’s effort, usually unbiased, instead of a per- 
functory hit or miss appraisal.--John C. Wittner, Direttor of Industrial Relations, 
The Oliver Corporation, Chicago. 

* * * 

We believe that formal merit-rating for supervisors, as for staff members 
generally, is a key tool in personnel development. It offers a convenient and solid 
basis for counseling, guidance, and training leading to the best development of in- 
dividual capacities with direct reference to the evaluation of current performance. 
Relying merely on production, costs, and other records tends very strongly to put 
the individual’s attention on a much narrower concept of his responsibilities and 
growth capacities than we think is good for him and the organization.--Assistant Vice 
President, larger eastern company. 





Let 





Provides a Record of the Supervisor’s Performance 





A rating form would be desirable because of the task of pulling together, at any 
time when an evaluation of the supervisor is desired, these various records which 
are maintained in different places by different people. A periodic rating may sum- 
marize information gathered from the records; thereafter it constitutes a record in 
itself which eliminates the necessity for re-examination of the original source data. 
--Robert C. Smith, Director of Industrial Relations, Pullman-Standard Car Manu- 
facturing Co., Chicago. 

* x * 

I believe that a formal rating plan, including written records, to be of value, not 
only for present analysis, but also for future supervisors who may take over a depart- 
ment. These written records afford them a better opportunity to know the people 
whose work they will be supervising.--L. V. Englebaugh, Personnel Manager, National 
Malleable and Steel Castings Co., Melrose Park, Il. 

* * * 


















































PROS AND CONS OF SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 





We are of the opinion that a formal rating sheet would be of an advantage as a 
permanent record which would be available for reference and an aid in determining 
the effect of our previous recommendations.--Personnel Director, larger midwestern 
company. 


Provides a Rating System for Human Factors 





Some aspects of supervisory performance cannot be adequately assayed from cost 
records, scrap records and the like. The human relations performance of a super- 
visor is one example. Because of the premium placed on interpersonal relationships 
in supervisory work, the observations and opinions of others (including superiors, 
peers and subordinates) are very important, and a formal merit-rating procedure of 
some type is the most systematic way of collecting these observations and im- 
pressions.--R. A. Preston, Director of Industrial Relations, Hamilton Watch Co., 
Lancaster, Pa. 

* x * 


The rating on production, cost, and quality figures is a cold rating and does not 
take into consideration nor place any value on the supervisory ability from the human 
side of the picture. Good human relations are priceless and high quality and quantity 
at lowest cost is generally achieved only in an atmosphere of good human relations. 
Consequently, strong emphasis should be placed on human relations factors rather 
than just cold production figures.--Personnel Relations Manager, larger midwestern 
company. 

* x x 

I can visualize where production records, etc., could make a good report for a 
supervisor; however, at the same time the method and manner in which he handles 
his people might not be worth a hoot. Inasmuch as the supervisor’s main respon- 
sibility, in my opinion, is that of directing, building and training people, I do not 
believe that production records would give the complete answer, as they are only a 
part of the overall man who has been delegated the responsibility of supervision. -- 

J. F. Holland, Assistant Vice President, The Farmers and Merchants National Bank 
of Los Angeles. 





Lets the Supervisor Know Where He Stands 





It is our opinion that every employee likes to know ‘‘how he is doing’’ from time 
totime. Perhaps a formal merit rating system is not necessary, but it does provide 
definite, periodic reviews. There is no possibility that a department head will neglect 
to review his personnel regularly, as might be the case under an informal system. 
The formal system also provides a merit rating form, which means all supervisory 
personnel are merit rated on the same factors; thus, a means of comparison between 
individuals is provided. The formal system also provides a more objective evaluation 
of each individual, in our opinion.--William T. Erickson, Personnel Director, The 
Toni Company, St. Paul, Minn. 





* x * 


It gives the firm an opportunity to let the supervisor know where he stands-- 
indicates appreciation of the firm for a job well done. Supervisors like anyone else 
want to know what they’re thought of -- where they stand.--Personnel Director, 
larger eastern company. 

x * x 

Formal merit ratings or appraisals are essential if for no other reason than to 
provide a forced opportunity for the supervisor to know where he stands in the eyes 
of his senior, and to let him make full and free comments of his own with regard to 
his role in company operations.--Director of Human Relations, smaller eastern 
company. 


Insures a Periodic Appraisal of Supervisors 





It would, in a sense, force us to review our supervisors regularly and in a 
methodical manner, revealing strengths and weaknesses much sooner and more 
thoroughly than our present catch-as-catch-can method.--Controller, smaller 
southern company. 

x 


¥ * 
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It’s too easy to overlook some important items when using an informal plan. It’s 
also too easy to make an excuse and not do any rating at all. Generally, all of us put 
off doing a job until we once get it down on our schedule. Then we do it.--Gus L. 
Gineris, Personnel Director, Mid-States Steel and Wire Co., Crawfordsville, Ind. 

x x * 

Through formal merit rating programs there is assurance that the job will be 
done on specified dates and, if properly administered, can be effective in the develop- 
ment of supervisory personnel.--G. E. Keegan, Director of Industrial Relations, 
Package Machinery Company, East Longmeadow, Mass. 


Compels Superiors to Analyze Supervisors Under Them 





Merit rating factors force the supervisor’s superior to analyze the man.--H. R. 

Cramer, Personnel Manager, The W. L. Maxson Corporation, Old Forge, Pa. 
* x x 

...Such appraisals help the rater to crystalize his own opinions... The executive 
committee which studies all of the appraisals is given a clear familiarity with the 
skills of the individual supervisor and (far from the least important aspect) they also 
have an opportunity to see what the various department heads think of their assistants 
and to learn precisely how articulate their senior executives may be.--Director of 
human Relations, smaller eastern company. 


Indicates Future Abilities of Supervisor 





Production, cost records and other quantitative measures ... rarely yield 
information about the supervisor’s capacity or ability to progress beyond his 
present status.--J. D. Hodgson, Supervisor of Labor Relations, Lockheed Aircraft 
Corporation, Burbank, Calif. 

* x * 

Consideration of production records, cost records, etc., do not indicate the 
potentialities for greater responsibilities.--M. M. Gouger, Director of Personnel 
Relations, General Aniline & Film Corporation, New York. 


Points Out Areas in Which Supervisor Needs More Training 





Formal merit rating, as contrasted to production records, points out areas in 
which the supervisor needs additional training.--Charles G. Eschenbach, Assistant 
Director of Personnel, Chrysler Corporation, Detroit. 


Useful Supplement to Other Records 





Production and similar records are the best basis for evaluation of supervisors. 
However, formal merit rating has its use. It insures that each level will think 
objectively about employee quality, at least at rating time.--Jack C. Staehle, Director 
of Industrial Relations, Alden’s Inc., Chicago. 

x x * 

Production, costs, scrap are the result of something. High production, low scrap 
and costs are the results of good supervision. Therefore, the rating should be on the 
cause of good results or supervision. Now production may be high because someone 
other than the immediate supervisor has his weight influencing the people so to 
give credit to the immediate supervisor would be incorrect. Rate the supervisor on 
his application of each phase of supervision.--W. W. Dowling, Director of Industrial 
Relations, V-M Corporation, Benton Harbor, Mich. 


Most of the Panel members who do not think formal merit-rating plans are necessary 
for supervisors give two reasons for their stand: (1) other records are sufficient, and (2) 
their companies are small enough so that supervisors are known intimately. Following are 
some of the comments from executives who do not believe that a formal merit-rating plan is 
necessary: 













































PROS AND CONS OF SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 





Ability Can Be Determined by Production and Other Records 





From our 60 years’ experience, we do not feel that a formal merit rating plan 
for supervisors is necessary. We feel, by looking over their production, cost, 
quality, scrap and human relations record, we can rate them better than by a 
formal merit program.--D. A. Easton, Special Assistant to the Treasurer, York- 
Hoover Corp., Body Division, York, Pa. 
x x OK 
It is our feeling that formal merit rating programs will contribute little or 
nothing to the measurement of a supervisor’s performance that is not readily 
available in a more factual and objective way in production records and other 
performance standards of his group.--P. S. Klick, Jr., Personnel Director, 
Foster Wheeler Corporation, New York. 
x x * 
We are of the opinion that production records, cost records, scrap quality 
records are paramount in rating our supervisory force and the foreman’s ability 
to carry out company policy on his own initiative without involving his superiors. 
His ability to settle grievances in his own department satisfactorily in accordance 
with the union contract and company policy are basic qualities in evaluating his worth 
to the company.--J. W. Bailey, Vice President, Edwin L. Wiegand Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. 





Turnover and Grievance Records Show Human Relations Ability 





To be of value, a merit rating plan must provide useful information about em- 
ployees and their performance that cannot be had in other ways or from other 
sources. A formal merit rating plan must have as a base a formal job description 
if job performance data and a measurement of skill and aptitude are the results 
sought. Yet the very nature of a supervisor’s job, above first-level, defies an all- 
inclusive description. A supervisor supervises - and is responsible for the perform- 
ance of a group of persons and for integrating and coordinating their work with the 
work of others. The degree to which supervisors are successful in the production 
side of their jobs is readily apparent in production records. The quality of human 
relationships in their departments is recorded in the number, type, and settlement 
of grievances and in labor turn-over figures. 

If merit-rating plans are deemed necessary over and above these records, what 
are they designed to find? To what degree are merit plans, superimposed on company 
records of performance, etc., merely an easy way for top management to eliminate 
thinking and the exercise of judgment? What part do overstaffed personnel and 
*‘*human engineering’’ departments play in inaugurating and expanding formal merit 
rating plans? Are they guilty of ‘‘made work’’ paper procedures? 

Isn't the usefulness, or value of a formal merit rating plan confined to rating 
persons whose jobs are limited in scope and clearly defined? Where performance 
depends on the quality of work organization? Where there is a separation from top 
or middle management to the degree that formal progress reports are the only way 
that management can discover outstanding workers and managerial prospects? 

In those cases merit rating can provide an objective measure of competence and 
ability and progress. A plan can help channel supervisors’ thinking (although it may 
be used as a substitute for thinking), and it can help to eliminate reliance on intuition 
and prejudice.--Wm. K. Moeller, Labor Relations Supervisor, Suburban Motor 
Freight, Columbus, Ohio. 


Company Small Enough That Supervisors Are Known Intimately 





We have never felt the need to develop a formal type of merit rating for our 
supervisors. Bear in mind that all of the individuals sitting in conference have 
intimate daily contact with the supervisors being rated--in fact they can call each 
of 200 employees by his first name. Grant that the result is an informal ranking-- 
but it has worked well for us, and rare has been the time when we have disagreed on 
ratings.--James L. Centner, Personnel Director, The Hess and Eisenhardt Co., 


Rossmoyne, Ohio. 


*x * * 
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For a small closely-knit organization such as ours, where the total supervisory 
group is under 150 with most of them in almost daily contact, I do not consider that 
a formal merit rating plan for supervisors is necessary.--J. S. Gracy, Vice Presi- 
dent, Florida Power Corporation, St. Petersburg, Fla. 


Formal Rating Does Not Cover Some Specific Problems 





I have tried both plans and for the past several years have used the informal 
method. I find that where each Department Head or Foreman has different problems, 
costs, number of employees, etc., that a formal rating plan does not adequately take 
care of the handling of special problems, abilities, etc., that can only be revealed by 
the factors used in the relation of each Department Head and Foreman to the overall 
picture of operations.--Gerritt M. Bates, Director of Industrial Relations, Chefford 
Master Manufacturing Co., Fairfield, Ill. 


Informal Basis Provides Results Just As Satisfactory As Formal 





We have not discovered and have, as yet, been unable to devise on our own a 
merit rating plan for supervisors that is as good as or any better than the overall 
judgment and impressions of their superiors based on both the tangible and intangible 
phases of their own job performance and the performance of their unit.--Director of 
Personnel Relations, larger eastern company. 


Use of Formal Plan Has Been Unsatisfactory 





At the present time, we do not have a formal merit-rating plan. We have used 
various types in the past and found them unsatisfactory. We feel it is up to the 
various echelons of management to rate people informally, and it is our opinion that 
by using tests from time to time, as well as training programs, we have been able to 
overcome foreman deficiencies.--C. W. Hite, Director, Plant Industrial Relations, 
Johns- Manville Corp., New York. 

* * x 

We are not without some experience in this field, and having been a part of formal 
attempts in the past would lead me to question their value. Usually, attempts at 
merit-rating fall of their own weight due to over-enthusiasm on the part of many staff 
people to break factors down into very fine measurement; certainly such things as 
loyalty and enthusiasm defy measurement by caliper. These traits, inturn, show up 
in the final score when we consider the supervisor’s ability to get the job done safely, 
at a reasonable cost, in cooperation with his fellow supervisors. Strong, competent 
supervision at all levels, observing performance on the job of subordinate supervisors, 
practically removes the guesswork from supervisory effectiveness.--W. C. Stevenson, 
Vice President, Union Oil Company of California, Los Angeles, Calif. 


MERIT-RATING TECHNIQUES 


Most companies using merit-rating for supervisors give the raters a form with a rating 
scale for each of several factors. The rater is asked to consider each factor separately and 
by means of a check mark indicate where the supervisor stands along a scale which ranges 
from ‘‘excellent’’ to ‘‘poor’’. There are many ways in which this can be done, as a study of 
typical forms, béginning on page 11, will show. 


At some companies this rating scale is combined with a ranking system; after the raters 
have finished rating each factor they are asked to consider over-all job performance and rank 
the supervisor according to his standing (first, second, third, and so on) in a group of other 
supervisors. A few companies use only the ranking system, placing each supervisor in order 
according to rank on each of several factors. 


Although a few companies call their rating scales ‘‘checklists’’ (since the raters are 
asked to check appropriate places along the scale), the true weighted random checklist--a 
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MERIT-RATING TECHNIQUES 








relatively new technique in merit rating--is used at only a few companies for supervisors. 
On the checklist form the rater finds a long list of statements describing various types of 
supervisory performance; the rater is asked to check those which best describe the super- 
visor being rated. After the form is completed the individual’s total score is computed 
according to a pre-determined scale of weighted values. An example of such a form will be 
found on page 28. 


Who Is Rated 





Among the companies which use merit rating, a great majority apply the plan to ‘‘middle’”’ 
supervision as well as first-line supervision, and in almost all of these companies the same 
plan is applied to both groups. Because of differences in titles, it is difficult to tell exactly 
how high up in the supervisory hierarchy the plan is applied. ‘‘Department heads’’, and 
**general foremen’’ are most often listed as the top jobs which are rated. A few use a salary 
level ($6,800 to $8,000) beyond which they do not use merit-rating. But a significant number 
list ‘‘all supervisors’’ or ‘‘all salaried employees’’ and in a few cases titles such as ‘‘plant 
managers’’, ‘‘junior executives’’, and even ‘‘vice presidents’’ appear on the listing of top jobs 
which are merit-rated. 


When Rating Is Done 





Among the companies that rate supervisors, a rating every six months is the most 


popular frequency among both larger and smaller companies. The following table illustrates 
the frequency of rating: 





FREQUENCY OF RATING OF SUPERVISORS 








Larger Companies Smaller Companies 
5 5; MOINS Fa ia ls. se 8 ABA IWS 2 percent 9 percent 
2. Every Six Months.............0.. 50 percent 58 percent 
Na rere trea 36 percent 33 percent 
Be: GO PP RO ii isis 6 sti ale les HES 6 percent 0 percent 
eB Pe eee 6 percent 0 percent 
. ee 100 percent 100 percent 





Who Does the Rating 





The immediate superior of the supervisor being rated most often does the rating, accord- 
ing to a majority of the Panel members whose companies use formal merit-rating. The 
immediate supervisor does the rating in 60 percent of the larger companies and in 64 percent 
of the smaller. 


In the other companies, the authority doing the rating is a committee, which may often 
consist of the immediate superior plus other higher company officials. (Whenever more than 
one person participates in the rating, it is listed as a committee rating.) This is in use in 
40 percent of the larger companies and in 36 percent of the smaller ones. 


An attempt is made to get an evaluation of the supervisor from peers or subordinates in 
10 percent of the larger companies and in 15 percent of the smaller ones. This is done in one 
larger company through morale surveys and by personnel contacts. In the Burroughs Adding 
Machine Company, Detroit, this is done by including at least two members of management on 
the same level as the supervisor being rated on the committee doing the rating, according to 
F. G. Armstrong, Supervisor of Personnel Relations. This plan is also in use in other 
companies. 
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Review of the Ratings — TI 





A review of the formal merit-rating is the almost universal practice, according to Panel 
members whose companies use rating forms. 








ar 
tir 
Review of the rating is most often done by the immediate superior of the person doing m 
the rating, according to 40 percent of the Panel members who stated the method of review. ar 
Two other methods of review are in use--a review by the Personnel Department, and review 
by a Review Committee. 
A) 
Statistical Analysis A 
cI 
Among the companies using formal merit-rating, 35 percent of the larger companies 
and 58 percent of the smaller subject the ratings to some form of statistical analysis to deter- 
mine the consistency of the rater and effect given various points. R.A. Preston, Director of Si 
Industrial Relations, Hamilton Watch Co., Lancaster, Pa., believes that such analysis is al 


necessary, according to his comment as follows: 


Merit-rating, if it is to be of value, necessitates that the rating data be studied 
for such things as rater consistency, validity, shape of the distribution, and halo 
effect. There are many pitfalls in merit-rating and much caution must be taken to B 
see that the rating results can be relied upon as reasonably accurate. ~ 


The Role of Personnel Department it 





The Personnel or Industrial Relations Departments in companies using formal merit~ 
rating play a considerable part in the plan. In only 17 percent of the larger companies is it 
reported that Personnel has no part in the process of merit rating. Administration of the 
rating program is the role most often assigned to Personnel, as this department handles the 
administration in 30 percent of all the companies. 


Another frequent job for Personnel is to review the ratings, as is done in approximately 
15 percent of the companies. In some others, Personnel participates in an advisory capacity. 
Frequently, the Personnel Director or someone from his department participates as a member 
of a rating committee or a review committee. Training of raters, analyzing and scoring, and 
scheduling and bookkeeping are other jobs performed by Personnel, according to other Panel 
members. 


Discussion With the Person Rated 





The formal merit-rating is discussed with the person‘rated in 77 percent of the larger 
companies and in 83 percent of the smaller ones. 


The immediate supervisor, or the person doing the rating, most often discusses the 
rating with the person rated, according to a majority of the Panel members. Sometimes the 
plant manager or superintendent handles the discussion, and in a few companies, it is done by 
the Personnel Office. A discussion method in use in one larger western company is explained 
by its Industrial Relations Director as follows: 


The ratings are discussed with the graded supervisor by his immediate super- 
visor (the rating supervisor) and that supervisor’s superior (the reviewing 
supervisor). 


Another method of discussion with the person rated is explained by William T. Erickson, 
Personnel Director, the Toni Company, who says: 


The rater, in an informal but private meeting with each individual he has rated, 
reviews that individual’s performance for the past six months. The form itself is 
not gone over with the individual, obviating any discussion over statements checked, 
points scored, etc. However, each factor is covered, praising strong points and 
pointing out factors which could be improved upon. 





MERIT-RATING TECHNIQUES a 





The Weight Given Ratings in Salary Adjustments 





Merit-ratings play some part in salary adjustments in 81 percent of the larger companies 
and in all the smaller companies where merit-rating is used, according to their representa- 
tives on the Panel. In about a third of these companies the merit rating is actually the deter- 
mining factor in the salary adjustment. In the remainder, the rating is only one consideration 
among others, although it frequently is given considerable weight. 


One larger company gives the rating weight only to the extent of awarding bonus payments. 
Another uses it to determine whether there will be an increase above the normal one expected. 


Another company relies upon ratings only to the extent that a low rating will prevent an in- 
crease in salary. 


The attitude of a larger midwestern company, opposed to giving formal merit-rating for 
supervisors any weight at all in salary adjustments, is explained by its Supervisor of Wage 
and Salary Administration: 


Experience has proven that such a tie-up results in a rationalization of increases, 
not an objective rating. 


Beginning a Program of Merit-Rating for Supervisors 





How a company without a formal merit-rating plan went about establishing one and how 
it worked out its plan is described in the following comment of C. H. Bosken, Assistant 
Director of Industrial Relations, Schenley Distillers, Inc., Cincinnati, O.: 


A survey of supervisory attitudes conducted by an outside consultant at our 
largest plant indicated a strong desire for performance review among our people 
at this level. At the same time, salary committees with limited funds for distribu- 
tion have demanded a method to determine egregious performance. Obviously, 
‘merit rating,’’ which we prefer to call performance review (because of unemploy- 
ment compensation connotations),-is indicated. 

For more than three years we have surveyed the alternative courses of action 
available to us and have decided on the method to be employed starting Sept. 1, 1952. 
We have asked supervisors to give us written descriptions of the performance of two 
peers within their experience, the best they have ever known and the worst in their 
know ledge. From these we have culled trait descriptions, hundreds of them. The 
supervisors are approached once again, this time to ascribe values to the traits by 
distributing them over a Thurstone scale of seven degrees. By this method phrases 
which mean different things to different people are eliminated, as we return only 
those which meet with a high degree of unanimity in their placement in the seven slots. 

All this is preliminary to preparation of weighted check lists for application to the 
several job families (exempt supervision and non-exempt supervision are to be 
segregated). Just prior to actual performance review, the superior and the person 
next in line complete the check list on which good and bad traits appear. These are 
given values which are added to or subtracted from a ‘‘normal’’ score which we have 
not yet determined. 

Actual performance review is to be a simple written statement of the good, the 
very good, the bad and the very bad traits of an individual together with a statement 
of what is being done to help the supervisor to improve. Then the superior is to 
estimate the promotability of the person rated and indicate on an unincumbered con- 
tinuum the relative worth of the supervisor’s performance. This estimate is then 
checked against the result obtained from the previously scored check list to deter- 
mine the internal consistency of the rating. The rater will be asked to reconsider 
his ratings where inconsistency is apparent. 

There will be no forcing of the rater in any way, but results will be analyzed to 
indicate variations between departments and away from the expected normal distribu- 
tion curve. Supervisors will be informed of the variations so that they will think 
along common lines when completing subsequent ratings. 

The completed final rating is to be typed and the original sent to the rater with 
instructions to convey to the supervisor rated the gist of its contents at a time and 
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in a manner to be determined by the rater, who should take into consideration 
the personality of the supervisor when talking to him. 


EXAMPLES OF SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING FORMS 


On the following pages will be found reproductions of several different types of merit- 
rating forms submitted by Panel members. These were selected as representative samples 
of a large number of forms submitted, no two of which are exactly alike. It should be noted 
that the form itself is often only part of a large manual or guide containing instructions to the 
raters, tabulation forms, profiles, etc. The forms therefore do not give a complete picture 
of any one company’s rating system, although they do show the emphasis placed on various 
factors, the range of possible evaluations, and the wording of various questions the rater must 
consider in judging each factor. 


























EXAMPLES OF SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING FORMS 


FORM IR 14 SOO 5-52 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 


SUPERVISOR QUALIFICATION REPORT 


NAME OCCUPATION. 


OR DEPARTMENT. P.R. NO i a NOt CATER THAN 























THIS REPORT SHOULD BE PREPARED AND SIGNED BY THE SUBJECT EMPLOYEE'S IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR. WHEN PREPARED FOR FIELD 
EMPLOYEES, THIS REPORT SHOULD BE REVIEWED, CONSIDERED AND INITIALED AT EACH LEVEL OF SUPERVISION UP TO AND THROUGH 
THE LOCAL DISTRICT OR DIVISION HEAD. AFTER SECTION 1! 16 COMPLETED, FORWARD THE REPORT TO THE MAJOR DIVISION SUPERIN- 
TENDENT OR DEPARTMENT HEAD IN THE GENERAL OFFICE. AT THIS POINT IT SHOULD BE NOTED, INITIALED AND FORWARDED TO THE 
INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS DEPARTMENT, EMPLOYMENT DIVISION, WHEN PREPARED FOR GENERAL OFFICE EMPLOYEES, NORMAL TRANSMIT- 
TAL CUSTOM SHOULD BE FOLLOWED. 

THIS REPORT SHOULD BE TRANSMITTED UNDER SEALED COVER AT EACH STEP. 




















1. PLEASE ENUMERATE AND COMMENT ON THE SPECIFIC ATTRIBUTES AND QUALIFICATIONS OF THIS EMPLOYEE WHICH, IN YOUR 
OPINION, SHOULD CONTRIBUTE TO HIS SUCCESS AS A SUPERVISOR. 
























































2. PLEASE ENUMERATE AND COMMENT ON ANY WEAKNESSES OR LIMITATIONS (BOTH PERSONAL AND PHYSICAL) OF THIS EMPLOYEE 
WHICH, IN YOUR OPINION, MAY REFLECT UNFAVORABLY ON HIS OVER-ALL SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE AS A SUPERVISOR. 















































3. IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOOD SUPERVIGORY PRACTICE, HAVE YOU DISCUSSED WITH THIS EMPLOYEE HIS GOOD POINTS AS WELL AS 
HIS LIMITATIONS, WITH A VIEW TOWARD IMPROVING HIS VALUE TO THE COMPANY? (CHECK ONE) YES. NO. 
iF “YES” 1S CHECKED, GIVE APPROXIMATE DATE, INDICATE SUBJECTS DISCUSSED AND THIS EMPLOYEE'S REACTION 









































(OVER) 


Example 1 - Discussion-type report form used at Southern California Edison Company, 
Los Angeles. These reports are made annually for the first five years, then 


of change of status. Reverse side shown on next page. 





every two years for the next ten years and thereafter only by the special request 


— 
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4, 


IF THIS SUPERVISOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR TRAINING HIS WORKERS IN GOOD SAFETY PRACTICE, STATE WHY, IN YOUR OPINION, HE 


is OR 1S NOT SUCCESSFULLY DISCHARGING THAT RESPONSIBILITY. 






































CHECK ONE LINE BELOW TO INDICATE YOUR EVALUATION OF THIS SUPERVISOR'S PRESENT WORTH ON THIS JOB. 
SIDER WHAT YOU THINK HIS FUTURE PROSPECTS WILL BE. 


OUTSTANDING _______.(DEFINITELY SUPERIOR; REPRESENTS THE “BEST TYPE’ OF SUPERVISOR.) 
VERY GOOD ~~ (ABOVE AVERAGE BUT NOT OUTSTANDING.) 

SATISFACTORY..._____(A GOOD AVERAGE SUPERVISOR, WELL FITTED FOR HIS JOB.) 

FAIR —_._. (BELOW AVERAGE BUT NOT CONSIDERED A PROBLEM.) 

PROBLEM ——_____ (A “POOR TYPE" OF SUPERVISOR.) 

GIVE REASONS FOR YOUR OPINION 








DO NOT CON- 
































7. 

















HOW MANY EMPLOYEES DOES HE DIRECTLY SUPERVISE’? 





























HAS THIS SUPERVISOR SUFFICIENT CAPACITY FOR LEADERSHIP AND ORGANIZING ABILITY TO QUALIFY 


FOR ADVANCEMENT TO A MORE RESPONSIBLE SUPERVISORY POSITION? VGB.......... WB. 


IF YOUR ANSWER IS “‘YES,"" WHAT POSITION DO YOU SUGGEST? 




















‘FURTHER REMARKS 





1S THIS SUPERVISOR BETTER QUALIFIED FOR WORK WHICH DOES NOT REQUIRE SUPERVISION OF OTHERS? YES. 


IF YOUR ANSWER IS “‘YES,"’ WHAT TYPE OF WORK DO YOU SUGGEST?. 


NO. 














a 



































°. 




















HOW LONG HAVE YOU KNOWN THIS EMPLOYEE?________§__.UNDER YOUR DIRECT SUPERVISION HOW LONG’. 





SIGNED. DATE OF REPORT. 








TITLE. STATION OR BASE_ 














a 
J 
. 


THIS GPACE IS FOR COMMENT AND INITIALS OF INTERMEDIATE SUPERVISORS AND DISTRICT, DIVISION OR DEPARTMENT HEAD. 


| AGREE WITH THE OPINIONS STATED ABOVE 





| AGREE WITH THE OPINIONS STATED, EXCEPT AS FOLLOWS: 















































I 
I 











TO BE NOTED AND INITIALED BY APPROPRIATE 
GENERAL OFFICE SUPERVISOR OF FIELD UNITS. NOTED: 





























Example 1 - Reverse of Southern California Edison Company form shown on preceding page. 















EXAMPLES OF SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING FORMS 


REQUEST FOR SALARY CHANGE 





(All Salary Classifications) 


COMPLETE INFORMATION MUST BE FURNISHED 





Name and No. of Employee 


Date of Request 





Job Classification: 





New Classification 





Request No. 











Date Employed: 
Present 
Salary $ Present Range :$ to $ 
New 
Salary $ New Range: $ to $ 











A. DEPARTMENT HEAD'S EMPLOYEE MERIT RATING 








B. PREVIOUS CHANGES 


























Date Amount $ 
(Check in appropriate columns) 
Date Amount $ 
Rating Factors SCALE 
Pi Fair | Good pai _— ara 
1, Abilit «3 =... 
jn Date Amount $ 
Speed 
Neatness 
Knowledge of work 
2. Personal 
Reliability 
Judgment 
Initiative 
Co-operation 
Attendance 
Appearance 
3. Remarks: 
C. ACTION REQUESTED 
1. Amount of increase: $ __—*+per to $ effective W/E 
2. Basis for action: 

(check appropriate basis) merit ( ) 
length of service ( ) 
promotion ( ) 
job reclassification ( ) 
trainee ( ) 








D. APPROVAL 


1. Department head recommending action (sign) 
2. Personnel Department Review 


3. Approved to payroll Dept. for action (sign) 


Example 2 - Simple rating scale combined with request for salary change, used at Lehn & 
Fink Products Corporation, Bloomfield, N. J. Reverse is blank. 


Date: 





(sign) 


Date: 





Date: 
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Supervisory Performance Review 









































NAME a RT. 
Total Score 
JOB TITLE 
DEPARTMENT___ DATE OF HIRE_ 
Rate by Placing Checkmark in Box Most Nearly Fitting His Performance. 
1. ABILITY TO PLAN AND ORGANIZE 
4 9 10 


O 


O 


O 


CI 


weeks 


C 


OJ 


LI 





Work froquently shows 
lack oj proper planning. 





Seems to understand 
value of planning but 
needs assistance. 


Plans routine work 


Plans routine work well 


satisiaciorily but fails | and meets emergency 


to be effective with un- 
usual situctions. 


2. ABILITY TO DIRECT AND DEVELOP MEN 


ll 10 


0 


O 


O 


6 


LI 


CI 


situations promptly. 


O 


O 


Outstanding. Competent 
of organizing and di- 
recting complicated pro- 


Score 








jures and op 


O 


O 





3. CONTROL OF OPERATIONS AND COST 


O 


Dynamic leader who 
stimulates enthusiasm 
and obtains outstanding 
development of subordi- 
nates. 


O 


Good leader who is ac- 
tive in developing sub- 
ordinates. 


3 4 


os 


Satisfactory leader who 
makes an effort to 
understand and develop 
subordinates. 


5 6 


CI 


7 8 


LI 


Secures fair coopera- 
tion but does little to 
develop subordinates. 


CI 


Ineffective at directing 
and developing em- 
ployees. 





Fails to maintain ade- 
quate controls often re- 
sulting in excessive 
costs, low production, 
and failure to make 
schedules. 








Must be checked close- 
ly on production and 
costs to prevent laxity. 


4. JUDGMENT AND DECISION 


11 10 


O 


O 


O 


Maintains acceptable 
controls of costs and 
production schedules 
but occasionally needs 
checking. 


O 


D 


Maintains consistent 
controls of cost and per 
formance to schedule 
even under unusual cir- 
cumstances. 


O 


3 


LJ 


Excellent control of all 
factors relating to costs, 
Production schedules, 
and employee perform- 
ance. 


O 


O 





Example 3 - Box-rating scale used at The Richardson Company, Melrose Park, Ill. 


Judgment outstanding 
decisions prompt and 
accurate. 


Exercises good judg 
ment, decisions in the 
main prompt and ac- 
curate. 


Judgment satisfactory. 
Decisions reasonably 
prompt and acceptable. 


Inclined to snap judg- 
ment. Decisions of 
di value. 


Exercises poor judg- 


ment — unwilling to 
make decisions. 





Score 











=: 


| Score 








Score 











Note that the scale runs from 1 to 11 on four of the factors, and from 11 to 1 
on the other four, to prevent raters from automatically sticking to one side of 
the scale. Reverse is shown on next page. 
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6. 
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5. ACCEPTANCE OF RESPONSIBILITY 












1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 
Et 6) 0 [ 1: 
Unwilling to be held | Often avoids responsi- | Accepts responsibility | Willing to accept risk | Assumes full responsi- Score 
accountable. Entirely | bilities. Usually has an | to a satisfactory de- | of authority and be | bility. 
dependent. alibi. Prefers to depend | gree. held accountable. 
on others. 














6. JOB KNOWLEDGE 


10 ll 


Pi ff) 6). £1 ft i tee 











Knows only the essen- | Knowledge adequate Satisfactory knowledge 
tials of routine matters. | for present job, but not | of present job with 
informed on related | sufficient knowledge of 
work. related jobs to effect 


Well informed on de- | Recognized authority Score 
tails of own job and | on all phases of own 
essential factors of re- | and related work. 


lated jobs. 
















good coordination. 


7. ABILITY TO IMPROVE METHODS 


Aon op oto se 











t 


Highly ingenious. Out- | Resourceful— constant- | Improves methods when | Makes some effort to | Routine worker. Does Score 
standing in improving | ly improving ways of | need is apparent. change if directed. things as they have al- 

methods regardless of | doing things. ways been done. 

obstacles. 














8. ABILITY TO COOPERATE WITH OTHER DEPARTMENTS 












1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 10 11 
Obstructionist. Thinks | Difficult to secure his | Not helpful but will co- | Cooperative. Always | Exceptionally coopera- Score 
only of his own unit. cooperation. operate when need is | willing to help outother | tive. Goes out of his 
great. departments. way to coordincte his 
z department with others. 
















INSTRUCTIONS FOR USE OF SUPERVISORY PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
1. Read the rating factors and definitions carefully. Understand its general scope, principle, and detail before attempt is made to rate your subject. 
2. Be sure that your rating is objective and that it eliminates all personal prejudice, bias, or favoritism. 
3. Disregard all g l impressions when rating specific factors. 
4 





. All ratings must be based on demonstrated performance and observed characteristics — not on anticipated or assumed Use 
factual records and information whenever possible. performance. 


5. Rate employee on performance during entire rating period. Do not rate on single accomplishments or failures or most recent performance. 
6. Do not confuse performance with seniority. An employee with a short service record may be doing a more effective job than an employee with 
longer service. 


7. Do not confuse responsibilities of position with work performance. An assistant foreman may be doing his work more effectively than a general 
foreman. 


8. Each rater should rate all the employees that are being reviewed on a single item before proceeding to next item. 


Example 3 - Reverse of form used at The Richardson Company shown on preceding page. 
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Name of executive rater 


Name of reviewing rater 


SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 


Aldene 


PERSONNEL RATING 


FOR 


CHECK LIST SUPERVISORS 








—___—Name of supervisor rated__ 
Section and unit 








Length of service 


___—on this job since 



























































CONSIDER 
QUALITIES: REPORT POINTS 

1. Supervisor's knowledge of his job refers to: Geenty (Excellent) (Good) (Fair) (Poor) 
familiarity with various procedures of the _ 8 6 4 2 
work and fundamentals on which it is based. aaptene ae —— = = ; — 

mastery. knowledge of comprehension. 
some 
of the job. 

2. Supervisor's work experience refers to: skill 10 8 6 4 2 
and practical wisdom gained by personal Excellent Comprehensive. Adequate. Limited. Inadequate. 
knowledge. and training 

for job. 

3. Supervisor's educational background refers 10 8 6 4 2 
to: amount of formal academic training re- Superior Good. Limited. Adequate. Inadequate. 
lated to job. — 

ing. 

4. Supervisor's success in adapting improved 10 8 6 a 2 
methods in his own work refers to: ability to Highly Resourceful. Fairly Routine Uncooperative. 
adjust to new changes. constructive progressive. worker. 

5. Supervisor's success in organizing the work 10 8 6 4 2 
in his activity refers to: ability to delegate Effective Effective Average Locks Inefficient. 
authority and plan to complete tasks on vaiteclt ——— planning. 
schedule. conditions. 

6. Supervisor's success in reducing costs and 10 8 6 4 2 
increasing profits refers to: ability to keep Extremely Conscientious Passively Indifferent Wasteful. 
within or below budget. pon mw + a gg terest 

difficult 
conditions. 

7. Supervisor's accuracy refers to: a high per- 10 8 6 4 2 
centage of freedom from mistakes. aay Very careful. a Careless. Worthless. 

time for 
revision. 

8. Supervisor's cooperativeness refers to: an ap- 10 8 2 4 2 
preciation of tive action for mutual profit —— baw 2 Cooperative. Often Obstructive. 
or common benefit; does he hold up his end? ype orth a b a. & 

9. Supervisor's initiative refers to: desire and 10 8 6 4 2 
ability to introduce a new course of action; i aed "a, swore Fairly sare Needs detailed 

ngen ; good ways essive % t 
resourcefulness. aay Glee. _ m+ i> ines suggests instructions. 
well if sug 
gested to him. 
10. Supervisor's success in training workers refers us "7 8 sie z 6 => 4 _2 
‘ “ . Superior i rH 
7 gree to develop those under him to ability in in traiding job or Z aah te neers 
eir maximum capacity. developing hie anen, welning. y Prces Toned dscdiennen. 
his men. 
11. Supervisor's loyalty to the company ond 10 8 6 4 Po 
eagerness to promote its welfare, refers to: 2 <— Loyal. Passive Critical. Disloyal. 
being faithful and showing enthusiasm to- - 
wards company and its policies. 

12. Supervisor's success in wi fid 10 8 6 4 2 
and respect through his iondien of his peo- Ex Capable Fails to Fails to A izes 
ple refers to: ability to appreciate, under- oie el leader. obtein ite. S_ whordinates. 
stand, and direct individ diff in men to pro from men ; 
people; freedom from bias. gress. 

13. Supervisor's success in handling errors refers 10 -— e 4 2 
to: ability to develop maximum accuracy on lowest Very Average Very high Work 
the part of his workers. oly te. saeeaineeen: —= os aver comet. precticalty 
Example 4 - Point-rating scale with 18 factors used at Aldens, Inc., Chicago. Reverse is 


shown on next page. 





min 
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Remar! 





Remar! 





Remar 





Remar 














EXAMPLES OF SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING FORMS 



































































































. Condition of supervisor's unit refers to: ap- 10 8 4 4 2 
pearance of unit, morale of workers. Ex Neat unit, Unit neat At times unit Unit always 
orderly er. workers’ most of time, disorderly, disorderly, 
Morale very morale high. workers’ ers’ atti- morale very 

high. morale good. tude poor. low. 

15. Supervisor's personality refers to: external 10 8 6 4 2 
mannerisms jiously or iously adopt- Exceptionally Very Likeable Unfavorable Creates as- 
ed to ting life's sitvati and their p ine favorable but . impression. satisfaction— 
effect upon people. Sdod erect. baneni ions so A... 9 

16. Supervisor's appearance refers to: outward _ — <a = $ 4 r = 2 
; ; ior * but not termittent 
impremions made by © poreen. style and and neat, very well ~ carelecs. onttaye” 

grooming taste. dressed. 

17. Supervisor's health refers to: d of —— ne . _ : - > —_ 

; ; 8 . 7 icky, 
body and mind, freedom from physical dis- energetic. head 3 healthy te affected by elles ak 
ease and disability. handle job. pressure. 

— . . 10 8 6 4 2 

18. Supervisor's mentality refers to: quality of — 

; se i Superior abil- Worthwhil: Well-informed Little abili Unable to 
mind and mental power, creative intellectual ity to think ideas of his en eubied re- Rd. A conse tag 
ability of a person. and arrive at own, can make lated to job, interpret new cally. 

sound decisions. few ideas. ideas. 
conclusions. 
TOTAL 

(Percentage secured by dividing total points by 180) 
Remarks: Supervisor's capacity and ambition for future growth: 

Making satisf Y progress. 

Q oti. hl ’ 

Going backward. 

Remarks: He is ambitious to progress and should be advised how best to qualify himself for advancement. What 

executive should give the employe this advice? 

Remarks: He is or has token special courses in. 

Remarks: He has taken the following courses under the sponsorship of Aldens 

Remarks: 


He desires special or further training in 

















Shown to supervisor on (date)__ 
Discussed with supervisor on (date)__ 
Did not show to supervisor because 


His reactions were. 














Example 4 - Reverse of form shown on preceding page. 


Executive's signature 


___ Supervisor's signature 























Date of rating 














































































































































































































































































































SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 
CONFIDENTIAL Fone PF-14 
SOUTHERN STATES EMPLOYEE PROGRESS REVIEW 
FOR SUPERVISORY AND PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES 
Name.. Date Employed.......... Classification...................... me 
Department............ Department Head...... Date of Rating... 
Qualifications POOR FAIR GooD EXCELLENT wal ee eee 
(Check one) | | | I | | I Little 
1. Consider quantity of work | Results are unsat- Results only fair. Results are above Gets marimum Below or No Improved 
—the ability iafactory. . 
to juce results. 
REMARKS: o o Oo 
(Cees one) wixvane wweestass oe wercauste 
. Consider poe Mn qa 3 average. and dependable. est quality j Little 
ity of resulte—the ability Below orNo Improved 
to turn out work which 
meets quality 
REMARKS: O O O 
(Check one) | | | | | | | | Little 
. Consider the command of | Has littl knowl- Has fair knowl- Is well informed Has an exceptionally Below orNo Improved 
knowiedp a easential to edge of work. edge of work. thorough knowledge 
epecific of work. 
REMARKS: o o oOo 
(Check one) | | | | | | Little 
; mgt conse of propor- Does man poy As Mahe fe oq u Exe good Rocationsity sound Below or No Improved 
judgment shown in work. 
REMARKS: oO o o 
(Cheek one) | | | | | | | | Listle 
% = success in on = is poorly Lege planning ——_ under mer ease even under Below orNo Improved 
etances 
REMARKS: o o oO 
(Check one) we an a 
Consider cooperati learned Cooperates wil Coopera’ Little 
° other ae — wih other units, . apie a when saked. 7 ally wer is in- Below or No Improved 
Congesative—the ae stitutionslly mi: 
Se esebhen of other units. 
REMARKS: O O 0 
(Check one) | | | | | | | | 
Le b: Little 
Sats |S (ee (ieee Eine pace Simp 
|, reepect and loyalty ange 
ot su nates. 
REMARKS: o oO oO 
(Check one) | | | | | | | | 
. bi ~ 
po a success in ane Diemenees om to develop Dovdage subor- Develops igh calibre Little 
subordinates by imparting | dinates. Below or No Improved 
information, arousing in- 
terest ambitions e 
Ly | 
——<_ s = @ 
REMARKS: 
| 
(Cheek one) | | | | | | | | 
be i Little 
, a eel nal ee a: —- e talc Progressive— | Has some creative —_ constructive Below i eA 
methods and to add to req 
exiating knowledge 
REMARKS: o oO oO 
(Cheek one) | | | et ba | 
Consider defend ywingly T wi - , Expresses and 
” prineiph — i faite ~ afi baw pn ry was principles and op Little 
which careful and logical ing judgment. to do so. even under ad- Below or No Improved 
it indicate are con- verse conditions 
structive industrially, eco- 
nomieally, socially and 
— oO oO oO 
REMARKS: 
In comparison with others under you only would you rate this employee from an overall standpoint : 
oO BELOW AVERAGE 0 AVERAGE 0 ABOVE AVERAGE oO OUTSTANDING 
(PERSONNEL DEPT. COPY) (OVER) 
Example 5 - Rating scale used at Southern States Cooperative, Inc., Richmond, Va. Contains 
space for rater to indicate changes in each factor since last review. Reverse 
is shown on next page. E: 

















EXAMPLES OF SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING FORMS 19 


1. |s this employee well suited for the type of work he is now doing? Yes No (Consider present state of 


health as well as other characteristics.) If not, for what other line of work?...... 

















Q. If there are any “poor’’ ratings on the reverse side of this form, indicate briefly the corrective measures you have taken 














3. Does your evaluation indicate: 

















(a) Employee has potential beyond his present job? How demonstrated ?.............-.----- a 
(b) Employee has not?......-.---------------+ Why?.. 











(c) Further experience with employee necessary before answering questions (a) or (b).......--- 



































5. Remarks:....... 
























































RIE esereer  deacsec 2 eee Department............ Date 
(Sisneture) 
REITER oT SA ACD cS OTE Department...........- Date 
Gigneture) 
RRR ee pe RI Position...... Date... 
(Signature) 
Reviewed by Personnel Department: ....-..-.--..-----0es-eo-ceeeeeeeeeneeeeeeeeeeeeeveeeeeeens Date 
(Signature) 
Discussed with this employee by:..........-----..----e-e--ee--eeeeee-o-e- . Date 
(Signeture) 


Example 5 - Reverse of Southern States rating form shown on preceding page. 
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10. 


PERSONAL 
IMPROVEMENT: 


In working with this men 
for the purpose of help- 
ing him to correct his 
weoknesses, he usually 


COOPERATION: 


In coordinating the func- 
tions involved in his work 
with the functions of 
other organizational units 
with which he must work, 
this men 


POTENTIAL LEVEL 
OF ABILITY: 
Considering the work to 
be done within the corpo- 
ration, this man at the 
present time 


MENTAL 
ALERTNESS: 

In coping with problems 
which usually arise in the 
course of work, this man 


INITIATIVE: 


When situations arise thet 
call for independent ac- 
tien, this man 


JOB KNOWLEDGE: 


Regarding the job to 
which this man is norm- 
ally assigned, it may be 
said that his job know!l- 
edge is 


MEETING 
SCHEDULES: 

When work assignments 
and schedules are known, 
this man 


ASSUMPTION OF 
RESPONSIBILITIES: 


In considering Lockheed’s 
general problems, wel- 
fare and property, this 
man 


APPLICATION 
OF ABILITY: 


Considering this man’s 
ability to apply himself to 
the jobs te which he is 
assigned, he is 


PERSISTENCE: 
Considering his ability 
te persist or attend to 
the major elements of 
specific jobs, this mon 
usually 





SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 
GENERAL FACTORS FOR ALL PERSONNEL 


| 





Listens to comments but 


does nothing about 


them. 


| 


! 


Makes o definite effort 
to improve himself. 


l 





Is always very cooper- 
ative with others. 


Is usually cooperative 


with others. 


Is rather difficult to 
work with. 





Is qualified for the next 
higher level of clgssifi. 
cation. 


| 


| 


|s reasonably well 
placed where he is. 


Is working on a level 
above his capacity. 


| 





Seldom works out 
sotisfactory solutions. 


Frequently needs 
supervision and 
guidance. 


Usually works out 
satisfactory solutions. 


Always works out satis- 
factory solutions. 





Frequently anticipates 
things to be done. 


l 


| 


Is willing to do every- 
thing he is told to do. 





Scent in many ways. 


J 


Satisfactory to meet minimum 


job requirements. 


l 


tical purposes. 


l 


Complete for all prac- 


Far in advance of his 
job requirements. 


it 





Seldom if ever is within 
a reasonable time limit. 


Meets schedules when 
under pressure. 


Is usually prompt in 
‘ meeting schedules. 


} 


Always meets his 
schedule deadlines. 


| 





Seldom assumes his 
responsibilities to the 
company. 


] 


Makes a definite effort 
to assume his responsi- 
bilities, but occasion. 
ally fails. 


Seldom if ever fails 
to assume his 
responsibilities. 


J 





Very enthusiastic and 
energetic. 


i] 


Generally industrious. 


} 


In need of prodding. 


] 





Gives up when faced 


Wanders from direct 


with difficult problems. courses of action. 


Develops definite work 
procedures and follows 
through with little 


supervision. 


Needs no supervision in 
carrying out work 
assignment. 


Example 6 - Combined supervisory and non-supervisory form for salaried personnel at 
Lockheed Aircraft Corporation, Burbank, Calif. Raters are instructed to place 
check marks at any point along the scale; the phrases are only guides. This is 
page 2 of four-page form. Page 3 is shown on next page. Page 4 (not reproduced) 
provides space for comment by rater. 








EX. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


Exa 













































12. 


14. 





11. 


14. 


DEPENDABILITY: 
Upon having responsi- 
bilities delegated to 
him, this man 


CONTROL 

OF COSTS: 

In controlling the costs 
of the unit under his 
supervision, this mon 
generally 


EMPLOYEE 
IMPROVEMENT: 

in working with em- 
ployees under his super- 
vision or under his direc- 
tien for the purpose of 
developing skill and 
providing interest and 
motivation, this man 
usually 


DELEGATION OF 
RESPONSIBILITY: 
In assigning work to 


people under his juris- 
diction, this man 


RELATIONS WITH 
SUBORDINATES: 
Considering his ability 
te deal with people un- 
der his supervision, this 
men 


USE 


QUALITY 

OF WORK: 
Considering the quality 
of this man’s work, it 
may be said that it 


QUANTITY 

OF WORK: 
Considering the 

of work or volume of 
work to be done, this 
man 


ATTENDANCE: 
Considering this man's 
ability to be on the job, 
he 





ADAPTABILITY: 
Considering this man’s 
ability to adapt to o 
variety of assignments, 
he 


ATTITUDE: 
Considering this man’s 
attitude toward people, 
it may be said that he 


page. 


EXAMPLES OF SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING FORMS 


| | 


USE THESE FACTORS FOR SUPERVISORY PERSONNEL ONLY 





oa 4 
Shows an outstanding Requires very little Willingly accepts his Refuses to or is not 
ability to follow follow-up. responsibility but needs able to accept his 
through. some follow-up responsibilities, 


iil 


} 


therefore requires 
close supervision. 





Makes little effort to 
reduce expenses. 


Adheres closely to cost 
control schedules. 


Shows initiative and 
foresight in reducing 

















expenses 
| } | 
Develops loyal, ambi- Develops satisfactory Neglects to develop or 
tious people of high people. train people. 
caliber. 
| } l 
Continually does too Generally mokes effec. Always makes the 
much work himself. tive use of his proper work 
personnel. assignment. 
| } | | 
Inspires people to do Handles his personne! Occasionally has Has continued friction 
their work willingly. satisfactorily. trouble getting them with those working 
to follow instructions. with him. 
THESE FACTORS FOR NON-SUPERVISORY PERSONNEL ONLY 
Never has to be done Usually meets Seldom exceeds 
over becouse of his acceptable standards. minimum standords 
mistakes. of acceptability. 
Occasionally fails to Usvolly turns ovt on Does more than is 


meet the minimum 
requirements of his job 


L i 


acceptable amount 
of work. 


normally required. 


| 





Has on unusually great 
amount of unauthorized 


ls absent more fre 
quently than is 


Has, for oll practical 
Purposes, o perfect 





absences to the detri- expected. attendance record. 
ment of his work. 
| | | 
Adjusts well to variety Usvally resents any Does fairly sotisfactory 
and his work does not change in work, but will work on only those 
suffer. do satisfactory work types of jobs that he 
on a variety of likes. 


ossignments. 


| 


J 





Does not mix well with 
others 


Meets others more 


than halfway. 


\s very friendly and cheerful. 


Example 6 - Continuation of form used at Lockheed Aircraft Corporation shown on preceding 
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EX 
BURROUGHS ADDING MACHINE CO. ST 30-1 
MANUFACTURING ACTIVITY ~ 
ANNUAL APPRAISAL OF MANAGEMENT COMPETENCE "D 
DEPT. 
NAME OR DIV 9 
TITLE DATE. on 
DEPT. 
PREPARED BY: TITLE OR DIV 0 
ATTRIBUTES 
ee Fundamentally Often prejudiced. Highly respected Unethical. Rarely shows 
of the honest, sincere O pn always sin- for fairness. Lacks normal or prej- > 
1 dpe o = ¢ and ong queue. natin tees, ieee” | eee Thoroughly. dependable, 
reputation. t a lypocri 
a sincerity, loyalty yet applies rules Has moral honest, sincere and tol- 
of the game. Uses highest form of erant. Tl 
hi 
HEALTH Loses little time Health and vigor Poor health and tence ae Well and hearty. 
The stots of being hale ov et stimulating to os i Possesses — 7 
: : as norma others. sition inter- energy, bot 
2 sound in body and mind. physical and mental | Never tires. fere with work. ical and mental. 
vigor. Almost always relaxed. arabes to be jittery. ell adjusted. 13 
Always self-pos- Emotions and Usually controls Maintains good Unreliable in 
GROTIONA A pene O omen Outstand- O moodiness i O i behavior balance O eu - 
ee eee ing ability to odicaliyhendicap Emotional out- in most situa- Violent otbur ( 
tional expression adjust self to ities dealings. bursts infrequent. tions. 
havior. circumstances. Personalizes issues. Appears to possess a | Good sense of humor. Won't an criticism. 
Excellent sense of humor. | Lacks sense of humor. sense of humor. B 
YTICA Outstandingly Unhurried and Quickly picks out Rarely analyzes Slow and erratic 
ANAL ie A AbRITY in ap- careful in anal- : | O mee C) Stew OC) ininayais - 
The ability to think through plying analytical: —— Arrives at correct havior to deter- . confused 
<r, as well as endicatesl . >_< ei rm 3 
t prowems. le of solving orig- ee judgmen i Tends to close mind. Often unable to evaulate 
@ proper data, evaluate such or difhcult problems Caen of solving mos Recognizes related | Definitely routine- | facts. 4 
pes foc darey ned — with usable and practical | problems relative to cur- | factors. minded. 
mit practical conclusions. approaches. rent position. 
Often biased by Judgment gener- n-minded. Keen _ searching sane view- = 
PLANNING former opinions ally sou: O Ree in seeking mentality. Om Al 
The ability to formulate and circum- Usually consid- new facts. Extremely re- allow thinker. 
coed ideas utilizing facts and stances. ers all implications and ick to graspsituations. | sourceful in developing | Fails to draw upon past 
t experiences and to se | Sees only obvious possi- | possibilities. common sense. = ideas. experience. ee 
ture possibilities. bilities. His plans often used. 
WLED FUNCTI Complete knowl- Understanding of Theoretical and a funda- Satisfactorily ac- 
KNO GEOF on O a all aspects techniques and practical knowl- O we quainted with 
The understanding of all the procedures poor. edge of function ne ape all aspects of hi _ 
necessary f inistrative a Weak in knowledge of above-average. tion of aan = function. 
techniques and procedures a and tive “know | Well-informed on new | ments. Scope of experience and 
6 relative to the administra- fortified by experience. administrative tech- training confined to his _ 
a pre a —— Knows entire elaitaiabeaedabh sia, ws manu- enn ia 
- pects pertaimng tion and relationshi organization. acturii organization izati Thorou 
his function. = relationshi sent a _- 
Sluggish. Has considerable Often seeking Has an extreme Listless. 
AMBITION : - egem aspira- * ee desires greater responsi- desire to acquire Satisfied with inn 
The extent of desire and tions. bilities. recognition and present job 
7 will for preferment, honor, Willing to “just get | Wants a ron his | Enjoys competition. advancement. status. 
superiority, power and at- | along.” standard of living. Working to qualify for | Conti actstoward | Does not desire success — 
tainment. Has average — next job ahead. | __ | these ends without sacri- | enough to make the 
Eager to establish posi- | ficing performances. effort. 
tion. ian 
Hesitant and Frequently hesi- Dynamic. Successful in Generally ex- 
wanes de enaive. tates to act with- O Independent and handling most hibits of 
Energy or aptitude to origi- Will not take out confirmation. situations. will and force in 
a within — — il action of his own free | Requires frequent guid- a active leader- | Self-starter. taking action in 
ae ~ will. ance. Persistent and positive. daily situations. 
ities or apgene Not forceful. a ahead of the job. usiastic. 
Not always “on the ball.” Resourceful. 
APRIL, 1952 
(over) 
. eel FORM T358 
Example 7 - Rating form used at Burroughs Adding Machine Company, Detroit. Note that 
key-words like ‘‘good’’, ‘‘average’’, ‘‘excellent’’ etc. are not used on the form; 
the rater must carefully read across the entire scale and choose the appropriate 
descriptions which appear at random following each factor. Reverse is shown Exa: 
on next page. 
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ATTRIBUTES 

ABILITY TO INSPIRE AND _— ge Eagoneees ro O Lack of enthusi- O maggie not Conventional 

FLUENCE OTHERS ys gets 20 effectiv t asm. ive enough » spi 

— a ot heated cooperation to aaron “A lone wolf”. ana cok cal aiden 

; ty sna idest ish them. eager to fully cooperate. | Constant dissension eration. Conveys ideas but does 
9 ind y pal Ifeauiee er work- ayn nand: _— within his sphere. Does not command not always motivate an 
; inspira! qu t. tire to t 
an ta eee boone Has a “following.” ity. Others feel they are with * Jase 
y of purpose. | Highly enthusiastic. ing for him. 

COOPERATION Completely Concedes th- Generally cooper P ixer. Willing and eager 
The ability to work har- adapts self with- O ing. ms ates by caine Tries to run with oon 
moniously with others to- out sacrificing Obstructive. self to persons the ball. Works harmoni- 

pn 9 en _standards. Antagonistic. and situations. | Occasionally indulges in | ously with subordinates 
of cainuien eaten Goes “all out” to pro- Responsive to leadership. | obstructive argument. and equals. 
mote common end. y tactful. Adaptable and courte- 
ous. 
DEVELOPMENT OF Plays favorites. Appraises per- Has good 7 P j of Has keen abil 
—— > Prejudiced in pone oma ac- cation of organi O poo = job to ede onl de. 
faculty selecting " _ judgments. curately. zational values. requirements. velop key sub- 
1] right personnel to fit job Training ability poor. Successful in apportion- | Tries to improve thru | Tries to do everything ordinates. Delegates 
requirements; arouse inter- | Overburdens self wii ing work load. proper selection andde'e- | himself. authority . 
est and enbilon: ome, detail. Builds efficient organi- ae authority Outstanding trainer and 
develop train subordi zation. isfactory trainer. unsellor. 
nates. Excellent counsellor. ? 

DECISIVENESS Usually decisive Slow in reaching Generall und Slow. Entirely self. 

The tot ob Aneta in difficult or un- O yo ogy and pone the on Pam. O fident in all situ. 
4 gaite oe usual ‘ Without strength problems having Unreliable. ations under all 
12 : nd —_ ae ection Generally prompt in giv- | of conviction. a normal pattern. other- | Usually “On the Fence”. conditions. 

a a decision. ing answers. : Guided by others’ think- | wise hesitant and cau- | Lacks conviction. Makes decisions 
Faces facts squarely with | ing. tious. Unable to make up his | and them up. 
conviction. mind. 

COORDINATION Plans normal Needs little guid- Recognizes broad Plans work Follows existing 
The chility to intewet work satis- ance in coordi- objectives poorly. O 

bs oy 2 ange factorily. nating major clearly. Confused presen- imited in ieader- 
pas nm A ge = ons Needs considerable guid- Plans work efficiently. tation of orders. ship qualities. 
Bp eu onl me rang we , | ance on major changes. | Good application to ob- | Gets excellent team- | Poor leader. Often has 
terials a wo ; ——— = ctive. - —_ his projects. 
harmonious effective | fo, present job. projects usually run tstanding 
working unit. smoothly trator and leader. 

RESPONSIBILITY Generally ac- Continually seeks ids responsi Reluctant to ac- Willingly accepts 
The willi 5 O cepts and dis- additional re- = cept delegated re- igati 

willingness to assume charges delegated sponsibilities and Needs ility. Requires onl 

“ and discharge functions of responsibility willingly. authorities. supervision — Follow-up often required. | minimum : “up. : 
management. Requires only general | Manages functions inan | A “Buck Passer”. Requires fairly constant | Sticks to problems with 
supervision. outstanding manner. supervision. satisfactory conclusions. 
Unruffled in the face of 
consequences. 
ADDITIONAL OPINIONS AND COMMENTS 
SIGNATURE OF RATER — 








Example 7 - Reverse of form shown on preceding page. 
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EMPLOYEE'S NAME: 


DATE OF RATING: 


MERIT RATING SUPPLEMENTARY SHEET 














SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 


Exceptional 
Superior 


Fair 


Above Average 
Average 


Poor 





10. 
ie 
12. 
13, 


39. 
40. 


Basic Knowbeage of his field, 

Knowledge of his specific duties and responsibilities. 
Familiarity with related operations. 

Knowledge of most frequent Causes of employee grievances, 
Familiarity with Company policies ano procedures. 


Making suggestions that result in saving time and money. 
. Looking for ways to improve self and job. 

Doing more than bare @ssentials of a job. 

Taking appropriate action without being tola. 


Reacring conclusions by well supported, logicai reasoning. 

Making valid decisions without undue delay. 

Knowing when to ask for advice. 

faking satisfactory corrective action in emergencies or breakdowns, 


PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS: 
. Appreciating the problems of other plant units. 
. Cooperating effectively with all others. 


. Taking criticism and using it to advantage. 
. Reliadility under pressure, 
. Seif-Assurance. 


DEPENDABILITY: 
Punctuality in attendance, meetings etc. 
Meeting schedules and deadlines. 
Requiring a minimum of fol low-up. 
Ethics in dealing with others, 


ADAPTABILITY: 
Keeping several projects going simultaneously. 
. Readily adjusting to new conditions and personal ities. 
Receptiveness to new ideas and methods. 


PLANNING AND SCHEDULING: 
. Planning and directing work so employees' time is well spent. 
: Coordinating his operations with over-2ll scnecules, plans and controls. 
. Sense of perspective in putting important things first. 


ASSIGNMENTS AND DELEGATION OF DUTIES: 
. Issuing clear, oral instructions and in putting complex assignments in writing. 
. Explaining purpose and desired results of assigned duties. 
. Distributing work impartially and with consideration for employee skills. 
Makina assignments through proper cnannels. 
Properly telegating responsibilities. 


EVALUATION OF PEOPLE AND RESULTS: ‘ 
Following up work performance as to auality and quartity. 
Evaluation of empicyees witnout prejudice. 


Cooperation in developing safety programs. 
Pursuing corrective actions and safe operations. 

. Planning work with full regard for safety. 
Investigation of accidents promptly and thoroughly. 


WeEAwnN— 


COON 


























of DAs 1 a Tae ae we 
it ite Se a arE ome a: 
16 
17 
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Example 8 - Merit form used at General Aniline & Film Corporation calls for rater’s judg- 
ment on 14 factors broken down into 52 sub-factors. Form continued on next 








EXA] 


ui, Ree 
42. Han 
ua. Get 
uy, Sec 
45. Sec 


46. Dev 
47. Eff 
ua. Att 


49, Kee 
50. Kee 
51. Enc 
52. Con 


Afte 
to tl 


Excet 


Exe 
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LEADERSHIP: 
ui, Receptiveness to ideas and suggestions made oy subdordi rates. 
U2. Handling of @isciplinary action. 
43. Getting his group's cooperation. 
uy, Securing respect as a supervisor by his own group. 
45. Securing respect in relationships with all otners. 





TRAINING OF OTHERS: 
46. Developing employee skills by on-tne-jop train: va anc follow-up. 






































46 

47. Effectiveness of grouo training. yu? 

u@, Attention to safety training. 48 

_ COMMUNICATIONS: 

49, Keeping employees informed on time and through proper channels. 4g 

. Keeping Superiors informed, 50 

51. Encouraging employees to communicate upward through proper channels. 5! 

52. Communicating with tnose in charge of related operations to coordinate activities. 52 
is this employee aualifieda for promotion? Yes No 








After reviewing and carefully considering all the pros and cons of the employee's rating as indicatea by your answers 
to the above statements, please indicate oelow your over-all rating of tne employee. 


Exceptional Superior Above Average Averaae Fair Minimum 

















Example 8 - Continuation of General Aniline & Film Corporation form on preceding page. 














26 SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 


PERFORMANCE EVALUATION—SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES 





STANINE ~~ FOTAL SCORE 


(Typical jobs — Unit Head, Section Head, Supervising Clerk, Supervising Accounting 
Reviewer, Assistant Manager. if any questions arise concerning classification, contact 
the Personnel Division.) 
































DIV., DEPT., ls APPOINTMENT | JOB CODE NUMBER 
NAME E JOB DESIGNATION OR TITLE Pekttt MARE RS i ea eee 
OR OFFICE ry) 
A Adetinienetinls eee - 3 | Day | Year | Div. | Sect. | No. | 
DATE ASSIGNED TO PRESENT JOB ADJECTIVE RATING 














Be sure to read the instructions on the reverse side before filling out this form. 





1. Consider his attitude toward his work, his associates, toward management policies, and the Company as a place to 
work. This may be shown, in part, by his willingness to accept suggestion and to carry out instructions and by the 
enthusiasm he has for the job. Do not consider his leadership ability. 





2% 6% o% 6% 2% Not 
(ae a—_—r —_—_-- a 7 FF —_— Observed 
LJ C) U) C) U) O 0) 0 CJ O O O 
VERY ABOUT VERY 
POOR THE SAME OUTSTANDING 
AS MOST 


FOR 
SCORING 
PURPOSES 








2. Consider his ability to inspire confidence, to obtain cooperation, to maintain the morale of his group, and to organ- 
ize his group into a smooth-running part of the whole organization. 








2% 8% 0% 8% 2% Not 
ot ey, P AK i ——j —_—o Observed 
O O O O O O) O LJ C) 0) O 0 
VERY ABOUT VERY 
POOR THE SAME OUTSTANDING 
AS MOST 











3. Consider what he knows about the methods and procedures of performing his job. Consider his knowledge of routine. 


Consider also his ability to grasp new ideas and to learn new methods and techniques. Do not consider his ability to 
maintain high morale in his group. a 








2% *e% 60 6% 2% Not 
ile iat Paensieg, solta Dice. = “ Prem cae peace nagaeitiy Observed 
0 C) O 0 O 0 O C) 0) 0 0) 
VERY ABOUT VERY 
POOR THE SAME OUTSTANDING 
AS MOST 











4. Consider how well he decides what is important in the work and what is not. Consider his ability to choose the proper 
course of action. Do not consider his tact in handling subordinates. 








2% 8% 0% 8% 2% Not 
——r r ~ . —, a, Observed 
‘7 +e - Ct 0 oO O 0 0 O oOo 60 
VERY ABOUT VERY 
POOR THE SAME OUTSTANDING 
AS MOST 











5. Consider his ability to explain the work to others in order that it is done quickly and accurately. Do not consider his 
ability to maintain high morale in his group. wed 









































2% 8% Cy 8% 2% Not 
— an c a . ——— ——~—,__ Observed 
O O O O oO Oo O 0 Oo 0 O 
VERY ABOUT VERY 
POOR THE SAME OUTSTANDING 
AS MOST 

RATER:_ REVIEWER: 

Comb. 35362 Ed. 5-52 (W) (OVER) 


Example 9 - Form used at a large insurance company. Note percentages used along the scale 
which encourages raters to place the employee in proper grouping in a ‘‘normal 
distribution curve’’. The form also asks raters to rank the individual on the 
basis of over-all job performance as a supervisor. Reverse is shown on next 


page. 





EXA) 


co 
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COMMENTS: (The employee's training status, his promotability, or any other pertinent information or comments may be noted here.} 





MANAGER'S SECTIONS 











l. y vag = individual's over-all job performance as a supervisor. Disregard the importance of the job in your department or 
ivision. Then: 





a — If you have ten or more supervisors in your division or department, is he in the 





C O : a Oo O) 
HIGHEST HIGH MIDDLE Low LOWEST 
10% 20% 0% 20% 10% 


of the supervisors in your division or department? 


b—If you have less than ten supervisors in your division or department, regardless of their ne classification, rank 
them on over-all job performance. On the basis of this ranking, his rank is number ot____supervisors, 
where number | is best. 








2. If you recommend this person for the Outstanding category, initial here. =». 


2 


If your immediate superior approves your recommendation, have him initial here____ 











3. 


DATE: 





MANAGER: 











INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATERS 


1. Check the information listed in the heading of this form and correct (preferably in red) anything listed incorrectly. 

2. Fill in the “date assigned to present job.” 

3. Leave the spaces marked “stanine”, “total score”, “adjective rating", and “for scoring purposes” blank. They are used by your manager and 
the Personnel Division. 


4. If you rate several supervisors you should follow the percentages above the boxes. On any one trait, about 60% of the supervisors rated b 
you should be rated in one of the three boxes in the middle. About 18% of them should be rated in the two boxes immediately above and another 19%) 


should be rated in the two boxes immediately below the middle three. The middle seven boxes should be used in most cases. Very rarely should someone 
receive a rating in the boxes at the extreme ends of the traits. 


5. If you rate only a few supervisors, use the percentages above the boxes as a guide. These percentages should be interpreted as follows: Use: 
The lowest 2% — if the supervisor is inadequate on the trait under consideration. Very rarely would a person be marked here. 

The low 18% — if the supervisor is adequate on the trait under consideration, but does not quite meet your standards or come up to most people. 
The middle 60%/, — if the supervisor meets your standards for the trait or does as well as most people. 

The high 18% — if the supervisor greatly exceeds your standards for this trait or does much better than most people. 


The highest 2% — if the supervisor does so well on this trait that the usual standards don't apply or does much better than almost anyone else could. 
Very rarely would a person be marked here. 


6. If you do not know where to rate an employee on a trait, don't guess. Check the box titled, "Not Observed.” 
RATING TIPS 


1. Disregard your general impression of an employee and concentrate on one trait at a time. It will help you to do this if you rate everyone on 
the first trait before going on to the next, etc. Work sheets (Form Comb. 35352-A}) have been provided for this purpose. Using them will also help you 
make comparisons and establish standards. 


, .. Rate an employee on his typical performance during the past six months. Do not be infl d by I inst which are not typical of 
jis work. 


3. Ratings should be based on facts so that you can explain the rating if asked to do so. 
4. Don't be influenced by previous ratings. Above all, don't refer back to previous evaluation forms. 


5. It is true that several of the traits on this form are related. However, when you rate an employee on a trait, try to disregard the ratings you 
have given him on other traits. 


6. Remember that your best employee may have a few weaknesses while your poorest employee may have a strong point. Your evaluation should 
reflect these. 


7. Disregard the importance of the job when rating. Consider only how well the person is doing his assigned job. 











Example 9 - Reverse of insurance company form shown on preceding page. 











28 
PART I: CHECK LIST 
Directions for Part I 


This part of the report form contains a number of 
statements which have been made by foremen to 
describe various job bosses. You will report on the 
performance of the job boss whose name appears on 
the preceding page, as follows: 


1. Read each of the statements carefully. 

2. Mark an ‘%’’ on the line beside every statement 
which describes this job boss. 

3. Leave the line blank for those statements which 
do not describe this job boss. 


Consider each statement independently of the others. 


Reporting job boss performance is a serious responsi- 


bility, so give your critical attention to this undertaking. 





Mark X if the 
statement is true, 
or describes this 
job boss. 











Is ‘‘on top of his job’’ most of the time. 





____ Rarely needs a “‘shot in the arm’’. 





Often fails to ‘‘drive home”’ the key points of the job 
to the new employee. 


Cannot always adjust existing conditions to the best 
advantage. 





Has not demonstrated up to now that he has the ability 
to progress further. 





His snap judgment is usually ‘‘it won’t work’’. 





Understands reactions of individuals as human beings. 





Is afraid he might overwork. 





Is a ‘‘self-starter’’. 





Thinks things out rather poorly. 





Frequently has a chip on his shoulder. 





Highly values his own opinions. 





Is discontented most of the time. 





Cannot be counted on to follow prescribed procedure of 
operation and method. 





Gets the most in reworking spoilage. 





Is seldom late for work. 





—_____Keeps tools and equipment in good working order. 
Heads off incorrect plant gossip. 








Can get along with most anyone. 


Gives employees good reasons for his decisions. 





Doesn’t listen to suggestions. 





—____Recognizes the responsibility of being a member of the 
Management team. 


Slow to discipline his employees even when he should. 





Does not often see the time-saving short cuts. 





Takes criticism without taking offense. 





Usually agrees just to be accepted. 





Tries to find out why a slow learner is not doing better. 





Needs “‘prodding’’ to get out the work. 


Occasionally places personal interest over Company 
interest. 





Not afraid of putting something extra into his effort. 








SUPERVISORY MERIT-RATING 





Mark X if the 
statement is true, 
or describes this 








job boss. 





Worries a great deal. 


_____On lookout for ways to do a job better. 
__-Knows where to get help when he needs it. 
Has a wide background of general knowledge. 





Inclined to make mountains out of molehills. 








Rarely makes constructive suggestions. 
Lack of self-confidence hampers his decision-making. 





Not absolutely truthful on all occasions. 








Is no more than adequate on his job. 
Has respect for his superiors. 





Can usually count on him to do his own thinking. 








Has something of the ‘‘don’t care’’ attitude. 
Usually in full command of job details. 





Has a “‘let well enough alone”’ attitude. 








Likes to stimulate people to arrive at own solution. 


Searches for underlying causes of an employee’s dis- 
satisfaction. 





Not always as thoughtful of others as he could be. 





—____.Looks for ways to do a job rather than ways not to do it. 


Inclined to ‘‘pop off’’ on occasion. 





—__—Can never predict how he will take criticism. 


Would select him to handle a difficult production job. 








Inclined to think the company couldn’t get along 
without him. 


Is patient with others. 





Quickly wins the confidence of his employees. 
Allows his emotions to color his judgments. 





___.._Shows moderate interest in his work. 
Gossips on occasion. 








Has a problem-solving mind. 
Needs lots of supervision. 





Usually ‘‘thinks through’’ to the best decision. 








Usually avoids bottlenecks by anticipating them. 
Has a fund of common sense. 





At times puts off until tomorrow something that should 
have been done today. 








Straightens out personal difficulties among employees. 
Is interested in his job. 


Has a large collection of alibis. 
___Expects to get ahead through ‘‘pull’’. 





Is accepted by the shop personnel. 
____Never gets angry, even when irritated. 





—__Sometimes makes decisions without available facts. 
Too easy going. 


Example 10 - Weighted random checklist used at Hamilton Watch Company, 
Lancaster, Pa. Continued on next page. 





EX/ 


ie Tw ow. Pet one ease Thi Th. Aw od te ee oe bee ee 
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PART II: PERFORMANCE SCALE “J” 


1. Place a check in che box which best indicates how satis- 
fied you are with the present performance of this job boss: 


CJExceedingly well satisfied with him. 
CJWell satisfied with him. 
CJGenerally satisfied with him. 


(Somewhat disappointed with him. 
C Quite disappointed with him. 
CJVery disappointed with him. 


2: Where would you grade this particular job boss in a large 
group of job bosses performing the same kind of work? 


CJLowest 10% 
(Next lowest 20% 
CIMiddle 40% 
CONext highest 20% 
CHighest 10% 


3. Which of the following terms best describes the overall 
performance of this job boss? 


CJExcellent, far exceeds job requirements. 
[_]Good, exceeds job requirements. 

|) Average plus, slightly above job requirements. 
ClAverage, meets job requirements. 

[JAverage minus, slightly below job requirements. 
(Poor, partially meets job requirements. 

[-]Very poor, does not meet job requirements. 


4. If at the time this job boss was appointed you knew every- 


thing you now know about him, would you have recommended Date of Report 


his selection? 
[JDefinitely no. 
[Probably no. 
CJProbably yes. 
CJ Definitely yes. 


5. What do you consider to be this job boss’ strongest 
points? 




















6. What do you consider to be this job boss’ greatest 
weaknesses? 























Reporting Superior (your name): 





NOTE: When you have completed both parts of this form 
lease return it in a sealed envelope to the Personne 
esearch Department. 


Example 10 - Continuation of checklist shown on preceding page. 





PREVIOUS PERSONNEL POLICIES FORUM SURVEYS 





Manpower Planning for the Emergency, March, 1951 


Status of First-Line Supervisors (Compensation, Authority, and 
Benefits for Foremen), April, 1951 


Is Management Listening? May, 1951 

Plant Labor-Management Committees, June, 1951 

Recruiting College Graduates, July, 1951 

Employees’ Financial Problems, August, 1951 

Christmas and Year-End Personnel Problems, October, 1951 


Foreman Training, January, 1952 


The Personnel Executive (His Title, Functions, Staff, Salary and Status), 
February, 1952 


. White-Collar Office Workers (Their Working Conditions, Benefits, and 
Status), April, 1952 


Executive Development, May, 1952 
Building Employee Morale, July, 1952 


Choosing Better Foremen, August, 1952 














